
fish screen capable of handling approximately 30,000 c’fs at I’d~ tides unless flow control
structures are added. It is difficult to eavision such a facility in the avaffable space unless
one of the new high vdocity fish ~creerts is proposed for the site. These screens (E.icher or
M:IS screens) have not been proven for the mix of species present in the Delta, and v,x~uld
present subslantial issues for the fishery agencies.

State-of-the-art fish screens (i.e. positive barrier screens) at the ske of’the J.E. Skinner
Fish Protective Facility ate more feas~le, due to the space available. I-Iowever, the gains
in fish screening efficiency would have to be balanced against the known predation losses
in CIixCtort Court Forobay. Thes~ coacems led the Fish Facility Team to recommend n~v
state-of-the-art fish screens at a new intake on the north end of Clifton Court Forebay.

The exact sizing of a fish screen and necessary flow control devices would depend on
o~ studies and modding of’the tidal amplitudes and CCF storage requirements,
work which is yet to be don~.

This altea’nativ¢ requires more gates and hydraulie control than stated in the docurnems.
Allowing complete flow control flexfbility will be necessary to equalize water levds, prevent
pump cavitation and allow for good hydraulic conditions at the fish facilities (especiaLly he located
ahead of the forebay).

Two, larger intake~ wi/l likely make the South Delta water level/quality impacts mor$
di~eult to deal with due to increased CCF filling.

F’tsh emraim’aent through the n~arly adjacerrt dual intakes will have little fishery diffea’~aees
with the increased draw of water into the South Ddta. It is anticipated that there wil! be even less
ofa diffea’eace with the construction ofbarrier~ i.e. both draw from the same basic source water.

R~ommendation - Modify to provide one fish screen complex at the head of Clifton Court
Forebay, as recommended by the Fish Fadlities Team, or abandon the alternative. We do not
believe the fish entrainmeat at these two ~ to b~ all that different (~,ecially i£the bard~’s ar~
instated) and may not justify the expense and complications of two, futI-sized facilities. ,. : -

ALTERNATIVE - IC

This alternative c~mbines the previous components with South Delta improvements to
improve conveyance eapadties in the south Delta channels and improve water surface elevations
and water quality in the southeastern portion of the Dalta. Fish facilities concerns would be the
same as fox" Alternative 1B, although the addition ofthe "flow control structures" could require
fish passase faciIities. Studies of the interim barriers in the south Delta should provide the
information necessary to address these issues.

One advantage of the barriers is that it could provide more flexibility in South Delta water
levds management and therefore more flexibility in the fish facility operations. This is in part to a
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This modified alternative would look much like the one proposed by Pete Chadwick in an
exchange of o-real/earlier this year (See attachment).

ALTERNATIVE - 2B

This a&ernativ¢ is much like A/ternativ~ 2A, with the south Delta fish facility
improvemems. As such it suffers from the same north Delta shortcomings of that alternative.
The south E~lta fish faciIity improvements are identical to those in A!tea-natives 1B and 1C, and
suff~ from the same problems.

Recommendation = Incorporate the IS,O00 cfs north Delta fish sa’een recommendation fi’om
Altecaativo 2A, and tl~ south Delta fish screen recommendations from Alternative 1C. Close the
Delta Cross-dmnnd/Georgiana Slough complex, and provide boat locks and fish passage fad]itics
for upstream mig;ra~s. Abandon the uSe of Snodg~.ss Slough as a conveyance channel.

This alternative cannot stand alone, and is now incorporated into the new Alternati,,~ 3L
As discussed earlier, this alternative assumes the use of the existing CVP and SWP fish sa’eens,
with the same concerns described in the review of Alternative 1. The predation losses would b¢
e:q:~oted to increase due to the additional area of"forebay" created by the tb2ee arms.

The western arm would take out about one third of the Holland Tract "Habitat Island"
propose~t as wildlife mitigation habitat for the Delta Wetlands project impacts. This would ha~,~e
to be resoIved before either project moved forward.

Recommendatiou - Although it may be costly, (fi’om and O&M and capkal ex~ point of
view), we believe that the three intake arms should be screened for much of the same rea.gon$ as
we recommend the intake to the CCF be screened. Operationally, hydraulically controlling the
three "arm," on a real time basis will be difficult. These intake screens will require elaborate flow
control structures ~r the intake facilities to operate within reasonable flow limits (tidal filling
could be in excess ofpreserrt CCF inflows). A!lowing the fish salvage Facilities to remain at thdr
existing locations will suffer fi’om the same problems as listed for Atternative 1 configurations.

If this alternative is carded forward, consider as Alternative 31.

ALTERNATIVE - 2D

This akea-native is identical to Alternative 2B from a fish facilities point of view. As such
it shares the same concerns. In addition, the creation of large amounts of"shailow aquatic
habitat" along the migratory corridors leading to and from the Mokelurrme River coted presem
major problems to anadromous fish migrating into and out of the Mokelumne River system.
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ALTERNATIVE -

Thi~ alternative is identical to Alternative 2A. with the addition of new and improved fish
facilities for the CV’P/SWP. Since the fish facilities are in the same locations a~ presently built., the
alternative v.drers from the same problems as descril:~l for Alternative lB.

Recommendation - Betty" than 3A, but questionable overall fish facility benefits. Increase the
screened diversion on the Sacramento Rive, even i£only 5,000 cfs is isolated.

ALTERNATIVE - 3C

This alternative is identical to Alternative 3B ~xc~pt for the use of a buried pipeline.

Recommendation - See 3B. The use of a buried pipeline does not change things from a fish
.facility point of view or to resolve the fish facilities concerns desc.n’bed earlier.

ALTERNATIVE - 3D

This alternative is ideatical to Ahemative 3C e.Xcept for the use of a buried pipeline.

Recommendation -See 3B. The use of a buried pipeline does not change things from a fish
facility point of view or to resolve the fish fadlities concerns des~n’bed earlier.

ALTERNATIVE

This alt~nadve is for all practical purposes the "Periphecal Canal," and is the preferred
alternative of the Fish Fa~iiti~s Team. As envision~I by the t~a, all diversions would take place
~rough the ga’eened intake a~ "Hood." Such an alternative would screen all diverzed water at an
optimum location, and would ~iminate adult migrant straying conc~’ns. This alt~nadve is the
least risky fi’om a fish fadlity operational and performance point ofview. It is consistent with the
recommeadafion of the Fish Fa~ility Team.

Recommendation - Carry this air,native forward and adopt it as the pr~f’erred altemafive,~from
a fish fadtities perspective.

ALTERNATIVE - 3F

This alternative combines all the worst features available, from a fish facilities perspective.
The Sacramento River intake is moved downstream to sn area ofgreat~" tidal reversaL, and does
not screen the full I5,000 cfs of CVP/SWP export capability. A number ofsrnaLlm" diversions in
the central De.Ira are incorporated, and new fish screens at the site ofthe existing CVP/SWP fish
facilities are s~ggested. This alternative ignores most if not all of the Fish Scr~.-m T~am (and its
predecessors) recommendafiong and is inconsistent With the fish protection goals of the program.

Recommendation - Abandon.
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